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B. DECENTRALIZATIONAP!DFUNDING

ISSUEII

GivenH’s recommendationsas to RMPmission,what shouldbe the

extentof decentralizationof authorityto the localRMPs?

OPTION1 - Complete

PRO

1. Most nearlyconsistentwith HEW philosophyof decentralization,

Stateresponsibilityand localinitiative.

2. Most acceptableto the RMPsand providers.

3. Most compatiblewith relatingto localneeds,objectives,and...
resources,and resultantlocalvariationsin approachand

prioritiesas determinedby CHP.

CON

1. May not addressprioritiesin effectset by identifiedRMP

mission.

2. In faceof fundingconstraintsand possiblecut-backs,

unreasonableto expectrapidre-directionin linewith new

missionin absenceof Federalpressure.

OPTION2 - Partial,with localRMPshavinglatitudeto fund

specificproposalswithinthe broadpriorityareasas

establishedby theirredefinedmissionand localCHP plans.

PRO
-.

1. Stillsomewhatmore consistentwith HEW philosophyof decentrali-

zation,Stateresponsibilityand localinitiative.

2. Compatiblewith relatingto localneeds,variations,and CHP

planning.
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3. HelpsassurethatRMPactivitieswilladdressbroadHEW ..

priorityareas. +

CON

1. Wouldnot be as acceptableto RMPsand providersas Option1.

2. Wouldnot necessarilyinsurethatall localRMPswould ,

adequatelyaddresseachof the severalbroadpriorityareas,

especiallymonitoringof qualityof care,

OPTION3 - None.

PRO
~

1. Wouldmost nearlyinsurethatlocalRMPsaddressbroadHEW

priorities. ,

~

1. TotallyinconsistentwithHEW decentralizationphilosophy

of localinitiativeto meetlocalproblems.

2. Most unlikelythatproviderswouldbe willingto actively

participate.
&

3. R~mscounterto actuallong-termtrendof increasing

decentralizationto localRMPs.

ISSUEIII

How shouldfundsbe apportioned/distributedto the localRMPs?

OPTION1 - Competitiveprojectbasis.

PRO

1. Improvesreviewof individualproposalsagainstHEW priorities.

2. Allowsbettercoordinationof relatedactivities;and would

minimizeunnecessaryduplicationof effort.
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CON

1.

2.

3.

.. .

Administrativelycumbersome.

Unlikelyto correlatefundingwith localneedsand problems

sincetherewouldbe a tendencyfor thoseRMPsand sponsoring

institutions (e.g., medicalschools)most proficientin

grantsmanshipand withthe greaterresorucesto obtaina

largershareof the funds.

Wouldnot utilizethe considerablelocaltechnicalreviewand

decision-makingcapacityand structurethathas beencreated

by the RMPsoverthe past6 years. ‘

OPTION2 - Competitiveprogrambasis.

1. Wouldprovideincentivesfor RMPsto addressHEW priorities.

2. Encourageshighlevelof competitionand,thus,qualitatively

betteractivities.

3. Eliminatesthe criticisms(CON)of Option1.

CON

1. Reducesflexibilityonceprogramsapproved;RMPswouldtendnot

to be as fullyand rapidlyresponsiveto possiblechangesin

HEW priorities.

2. FinanciallyrewardsstrongerRMPsand notweakerones.

OPTION3 - Competitivebasiswith selectedearmarks.

PRO

1. Earmarkswouldprovideincentivesneededto spurlocalRMPs

to engagein activitiesaddressingpriorityareas(e.g.,quality

of caremonitoring)thatmanyof themotherwisemightbe
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extremelyreluctantto undertake.

2. Closelycoincideswithpresentmode.

3. Similarto Option2.

CON

1. Earmarking,once resortedto, setsa precedentfor further

earmarkingon the one handwhileat the sametimeit

difficultto get rid of previousearmarkseventhough

haveoutlinedtheirusefulness.

2. Similarto Option2.

is

they

.. OPTION4 - On a formulabasis.

PRO

1. Consistentwith HEW positionon localinitiative.

2. ProvideslocalRMPswithsignificantflexibility.

3. More nearlyresultsin an equitabledistributionof funds

to all RMPs.

CON

1. Littleor no incentiveto~fundsto addressHEW national

priorities.

2. Difficultto developa formulaadequatelytakingintoaccount

potentialresourcesandneedsin variousspecificpriority

areasthatis applicableto all States.

‘OPTION5 - On a formula’basiswith selected’earmarks.

PRO

1. Wouldallocatespecifiedsumsfor givenHEW priorities.

, 4,



., .
.,

,.::,. .

2. WouldforceRMPsto comeup with proposalswithineachearmarked

area,evenif thatresultedin fundingsomeweakerprojects

in one givenpriorityareaat the expenseof additional

strongerprojectsin another, ,

CON

1. Earmarking,once resortedto, setsa precedentfor further

earmarkson the one handwhileat the sametimeit is difficult

to get rid of earlierearmarksthathaveoutlinedtheirusefulness.

OPTION6 - On a combinationformula-competitivebasis.
..

PRO !

1. Providesa financialbasefor long-termcommitmentto

professionalstaff.

2. Providesfor competition.

CON

1. May haveprogramssendingstrongerprojectsfor competition

and fundingweakernon-priorityprojectsout of formula.

-.
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